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chapter 6

The Apophthegmata Patrum in the Slavonic
Context: A Case Study of Textual Doublets

Karine Åkerman Sarkisian

1 Introduction

“Every telling is a retelling,” the comparative literature scholarMaria Tymoczko
points out.1 This observation is just as valid for the monastic stories preserved
in the collections of Apophthegmata Patrum (AP) as for the Irish myths to
which she refers. It is very much also applicable to the Russian tradition, the
Eastern inheritor of the textual reception by the Slavs, as this essay will high-
light.

It is well known that translations from the Greek formed the initial nucleus
of Russian literature and determined its development over several centuries
to come. The corpus of Greek texts transmitted to the Slavs was painstakingly
selected to align with the objectives of Christianization, an effort that started
in 863 in Moravia, where two brothers from Thessalonica, Cyril and Method-
ius, were sent from Byzantium in response to a request from the Moravian
PrinceRostislav. They introduced a script known today asCyrillic (derived from
the Glagolitic alphabet) in order to make available to the Slavs Scripture and
otherworks indispensable for theOrthodox liturgy. The language of thosewrit-
ings is now called Old Church Slavonic. Although themissionary effort initially
aimedat theWest Slavs, the translation activitywas redirected to theBulgarians
after the Latin mission had conquered the Moravian region. The subsequent
advance of the Turks (after 1018) eventually resulted in the transmission of
these South Slav translations (Bulgarian and Serbian) to Kievan Rus’, i.e., the
East Slavs. Thus, Christianity arrived in Rus’ accompanied by a selection of cen-
tral writings translated into Old Church Slavonic, the literary language which
all Slavs at that time could understand.

The specific literary context in which the monastic sayings of the AP were
conveyed to this new audience signals the ideological importance of these col-

1 Maria Tymoczko, Translation in a Postcolonial Context: Early Irish Literature in English Trans-
lation (Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing, 1999), 43.
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lections. This becomes even more apparent when we bear in mind the sugges-
tion that the AP may have been translated by Methodius himself.2 An intrigu-
ing reference to translation of “books of the fathers” in the Vita Methodii has
sparked the desire to identify those books. But as theVita does not disclose any
details, the challenge of attributing translations to Methodius has become a
matter of debate.3

Nevertheless, this early reception of Greek texts, consisting overwhelmingly
of monastic stories from the AP aswell as Byzantine hagiography, came to serve
as a powerful ferment for later canonical works, such as the works of Nikolaj
Gogol, Nikolaj Leskov, Leo Tolstoy, and Fedor Dostoevsky, tomention but a few.
Echoing the voices and the spirit of distant and dimly perceived times, these
apophthegmatic and hagiographic stories continue to exert an influence upon
more recent writers.4

The remarkable literary heritage of the AP, shared by all ancient Christian
communities, was the result of indefatigable work of many generations of
scribes, who selected from the abundant material of stories and filtered these
sayings through their minds, hearts, and souls. This work of devotion reached
the Slavs in the Middle Ages, and it continues down to the present time. The
epistemic context of that monastic practice, and other formative factors such
as book-making, that might have had an impact on the genesis of the AP and
its further reproduction and transmission, are issues that have intrigued schol-
ars and are still current today.5 One of many challenges in this area is to dis-
cern the mechanisms and principles by which texts were selected centuries
ago.

Previous research has focused on large-scale matters such as trying to iden-
tify the original core of the AP collections, or has compared compositional
elements and content of the extant manuscripts. As for the Slavonic material,

2 As we will see, several AP collections have been attributed to Methodius. William Veder, for
instance, argued in his edition of the Scete Paterikon thatMethodius translated the AP collec-
tion known as Skitskij Paterik (the Scete Paterikon) (Amsterdam: Pegasus, 2012), vol. 1, p. 13.

3 For a survey of different interpretations of that expression, see Richard Pope, “DidMethodius
Translate a Patericon?” in Nikolaas vanWijk, The Old Church Slavonic Translation of Ἀνδρῶν
ἁγίων βίβλος, ed. Daniel Armstrong, Richard Pope, and C.H. van Schooneveld (The Hague:
Mouton, 1975), 1–26.

4 See Anna Grodeckaja, Otvety i predanija: žitija svjatyx v duxovnom poiske L’va Tolstogo (St.
Petersburg: Nauka, 2000); Per-Arne Bodin, Language, Canonization and Holy Foolishness
(Stockholm: Stockholm University, 2009).

5 The latest findings are presented in Lillian I. Larsen and Samuel Rubenson, eds., Monastic
Education in Late Antiquity: The Transformation of Classical Paideia (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2018).
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questions concerning the sources of the translations have also been of major
importance. This research on provenance and on the relationships within the
complex body of transmitted texts is indispensable for further research.

A study of the reception of the AP presents a number of difficulties, since
we are dealing with a genre that is characterized by its fluid and complex
nature, caused by the rich variability of its textual representations. Digital
advances in the last decades, especially corpus linguistics, have been a game-
changer for philology and linguistics, much as the microscope was for the nat-
ural sciences, to cite the comparison used by the esteemed linguist Professor
Vladimir Plungjan.6 One such tool, developed under the direction of Professor
Samuel Rubenson at LundUniversity, is the relational database andweb-based
dynamic library “Monastica,”7 accompanied by analytical tools in the “Apoph-
thegmata Patrum Database” (APDB). As a growing dynamic library, it makes
text witnesses available by gathering the AP material in all its linguistic repre-
sentations: editions, manuscript transcripts, and translations, as well as schol-
arly literature on the AP. As an analytical tool, it enables the comparison of
different linguistic traditions and facilitates the identification of textual rela-
tions. After having been furnished with digital analytical tools, the database
will offer new possibilities for resolving questions on the intricacies of the AP
landscape.

Already at present, however, the database can cluster datawhich proves use-
ful for comparative studies and a deeper analysis across linguistic borders. For
instance, a number of interesting observations have beenmade in APmaterial.
This essay examines a puzzling phenomenon of repetitionswithin the Slavonic
APmaterial. What is the reason for such repetitions, or doublets; why and how
did they originate? Is it possible to establish whether they are unintentional?
Might the analysis of phenomena such as this throw new light on how a new
anthologywouldhavebeen compiled? Perhaps answers to these questions con-
vey a deeper understanding of the transmission of the AP in general, and of the
reception in a specific linguistic milieu in particular. The analysis of a partic-
ular case—one and the same story presented twice in the same codex—will
allow us to address questions of a more general nature.

6 The comment was made during a presentation at Uppsala University, May 14, 2018.
7 https://monastica.ht.lu.se.
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2 The Slavonic Paterikon Tradition: A Brief Overview8

Due to their potential for edification and to inspire virtue,9 the narratives of the
AP were especially well suited to conveying the missionaries’ purposes. “The
legacy of the desert has been, perhaps, even stronger within Eastern Chris-
tianity than in West,” Douglas Burton-Christie claimed.10 It would seem that
the East Slav community was particularly susceptible to the monastic spiri-
tual wisdom condensed in the AP.11 Once they reached the newly converted
audience, the sayings and stories of Byzantine ascetics were received uncon-
ditionally and whole-heartedly. Collections of apophthegms and hagiography
became immensely popular. They were copied, disseminated, and eventually
rearranged into new narrative collages, and thus came to exist in multiple
anthologies andmiscellanea, representing anextraordinarily vital and fluid tra-
dition.

In a specific medieval manner of text borrowing, these collections served
as a sort of reservoir, providing native authors with passages, chapters, and
even plots for their own storytelling.12 There are many convincing testimonies
of such borrowings in Old Russian literature, when scribes who compiled the
life of a local saint reused not only the narrative structure, but also details and
events from the earlier, translated accounts. Extensive excerpts from the AP
were “borrowed” by Slavic hagiographers when writing lives of Russian saints.

8 The survey presented below aims to give a brief overview of the intricate AP landscape.
For amore detailed discussion of each type of paterikon, see Svetlina Nikolova, Pateričnite
razkazi v b˝lgarskata srednovekovna literatura (Sofia: B˝lgarskata akademija na naukite,
1980), and the relevant entries in N.I. Nikolaev, Slovar’ knižnikov i knižnosti Drevnej Rusi
ed. Dmitrij Lixačev (Leningrad: Nauka). http://lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid
=2048.

9 For a reconsideration of monastic institutions as agents of Christian and secular forma-
tion, see Larsen and Rubenson, eds., Monastic Education in Late Antiquity.

10 Douglas Burton-Christie, The Word in the Desert: Scripture and the Quest for Holiness in
Early ChristianMonasticism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 9.

11 Francis J. Thomson would dismiss such a thought, highlighting that until the fourteenth
century “the monastic inheritance was primarily ascetic rather than spiritual and the
monastic ideal was misinterpreted to be the Christian ideal” and that “as opposed to the
situation in theWest, the conversion of Russia brought literacy not learning, sciolism not
education; what the Church offered Russia was: a translated, impoverished, vulgarized
Hellenism, inferior to the original” (“The Nature of the Reception of Christian Byzantine
Culture in Russia in theTenth to theThirteenth Centuries and its Implications for Russian
Culture,” in idem, The Reception of Byzantine Culture in Medieval Russia, no. 1 (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 1999), 118–120).

12 See for example Karine Åkerman Sarkisian, “Žitie Onufrija Pustynnika v rukopisnoj tradi-
cii srednevekovoj Rusi” (PhD diss., Uppsala University, 2007).
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The AP collections, along with similar anthologies of stories and maxims,
came to constitute a separate genre in Russian literature called pateriki—the
plural form of paterik ‘paterikon.’ Within these collections, monastic sayings
often were transmitted alongside hagiographic material, sometimes resulting
in uncertainty about the classification of these literary compositions. That is
why scholars, when discussing genres in early Russian literature, had to stress
that paterika should not simply be considered hagiographic collections, since
in addition to the lives of saints they include vignettes of influential ascetics.
In fact, unlike hagiographic works which offer a vita (the saint’s deeds, death,
andmiracles), paterika predominantly record isolated (albeit momentous and
impactful) episodes from the lives of exemplary monks. Nevertheless, the sin-
gular and remarkable genre of paterika still escapes comprehensive defini-
tion.13

On account of their compositional inconsistency, Mixail Speranskij likened
this kind of collection to a string of pearls in which every single pearl, being its
own unit, is related to the adjacent one only by an external idea of selection,
guided either by a resemblance, a certain moral conception, or simple alpha-
betical principle based on thenameof the elder.14Therefore in anew string, the
pearls could easily be replaced or omitted, andnewones could be inserted, bor-
rowed from different anthologies. We are faced, then, with an overabundance,
a vast variety of miscellanies, which were already preserved in multiple copies
within the Byzantine tradition.15 Unsurprisingly, the complexity increases with
the transmission of translated texts, since their rearrangement in a new linguis-
tic environment leads to further intricacy and variety of the compilations.

The study of paterika limited to the scope of one particular literary sys-
tem makes it difficult to distinguish collections that originated in the source
language from those which emerged within the receiving culture. The Ital-
ian Slavist Raffaele Caldarelli distinguished among the Slavonic reproductions
of paterika those he termed primaries, that is collections that were shaped
before they reached the Slavs, and secondaries, that is rearrangements based on
already circulating primaries and other contemporaneously existing Slavonic

13 SeeDmitrij Lixačev,ThePoetics of EarlyRussianLiterature (Moscow:Nauka, 1979), 61, quot-
ing D. Chizhevsky, “On the Question of Genres in Early Russian Literature,”Harvard Slavic
Studies 2 (1954): 102. For an overview of various concepts of genre regarding the AP see Per
Rönnegård, “Threads and Images: The Use of Scripture in Apophthegmata Patrum” (PhD
diss., Lund University, 2007), 7–12.

14 Mixail Speranskij, Perevodnye sborniki izrečenij v slavjano-russkoj pis’mennosti (Moscow:
Imperatorskoe obščestvo istorii i drevnostej rossijskix priMoskovskomuniversitete, 1904),
9.

15 Speranskij, Perevodnye sborniki izrečenij, 9.
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material16 andwhich therefore represent the next generation of AP collections.
This type of distinction is of a more theoretical significance, rather than an
actual reconstruction, since the reality was inevitablymuchmore intricate and
is now much less discernible. Nevertheless, a schematization such as the one
presented below can be a way to render a messy world depictable and in a cer-
tain sense susceptible to analysis.

Five translated collections are usually considered as primaries: Azbučno-
Ierusalimskij (the Alphabetical Jerusalem), Skitskij (the Scete Paterikon), Rim-
skij (the Roman), Sinajskij (the Sinaitic) and Egipetskij (the Egyptian), since
they are presumed to represent translations of preexisting Greek compilations.
The first two reflect the two main types of the Greek AP tradition, known
as the alphabetical-anonymous and the systematic collections. Interestingly,
these two collections possibly represent two different stages in the Slavonic
reception of the AP since the Skitskij Paterik is thought to have been translated
during the first phase of the mission, i.e., in Moravia, whereas the Azbučno-
Ierusalimskij was rendered during the subsequent Bulgarian phase of the mis-
sion at the beginning of the tenth century.17 The remaining three collections
represent anthologies based on translations, mainly from Greek works such as
the Pratumspirituale of JohnMoschus (in Sinajskij Paterik, 10th cent., Bulgaria);
the Historia Lausiaca, the Historia monachorum in Aegypto and De gentibus
Indiae et Bragmanibus by Palladius of Helenopolis (in Egipetskij Paterik, 10th
to 11th cent., Bulgaria); and Gregory the Great’s Dialogues (in Rimskij Paterik,
9th cent., Moravia). Unfortunately, textual witnesses representing AP antholo-
gies are often simply catalogued as paterik collections, or take their title from
the first chapter of that particular collection, which complicates theirmapping
and identification.

The Azbučno-Ierusalimskij Paterik (AIP), following the Greek alphabetical-
anonymous collection, is divided into two parts. The first part consists of a
preface and an alphabetical series, the Azbučnyj Paterik, containing 467 stories
and sayings attributed to 112 ascetics whose names are arranged according to
the Greek alphabet.18 The second part, the Ierusalimskij Paterik, opens with its
own preface, followed by a list of contents for the subsequent seventeen chap-
ters (forty in some manuscripts) on monastic virtues. The main body of text
presents 473 anonymous accounts (in which the elders are not named), dis-

16 Raffaele Caldarelli, Il Paterik Alfabetico-Anonimo in traduzione antico-slava (Rome, 1996),
1–2.

17 Caldarelli, Il Paterik Alfabetico-Anonimo, 1–2. See also Richard Pope, “Did Methodius
Translate,” 1–24.

18 This part of the AIP is ed. Caldarelli, Il Paterik Alfabetico-Anonimo.
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tributed thematically into the seventeen chapters. A few witnesses for the AIP
have an additional part or a supplementary dossier, which includes 122 apoph-
thegms (or, in abridged versions, 27, 23 or 19 episodes).

According to Caldarelli, the first two parts have a relatively stable tradi-
tion, in which the macrostructure especially persists. He concludes that the
alphabetical-anonymous derived collection represents the “normal form,” and
that its structure results from the transformation of a systematic collection into
an alphabetical-anonymous one.19 His understanding of the AIP as derivative
of the systematic collection is supported by William Veder, who posits that
without the Skitskij Paterik the AIP remains incomplete in its coverage of the
monastic experience.20

It has been suggested that the Skitskij Paterik, edited byVeder,21 was the earli-
est collection to reach the Slavs, since several scholars have attributed its trans-
lation to Methodius himself.22 The Slavonic designation Skitskij is a scholarly
convention23 that refers to Scetis, a monastic settlement in Lower Egypt whose
organisation, practices, and beliefs are reflected in the systematicon, more so
than those of other monastic communities.24 In his encyclopaedic edition of
the Skitskij Paterik, Veder constructed a hypothetical “hyparchetype” of the
Slavonic systematicon as most representative of the original state of this type
of AP. He considered its content and structure as close to the Latin translation

19 Raffaele Caldarelli, Il Paterik Alfabetico-Anonimo.
20 William R. Veder, “The Slavic Paterika on Mount Athos: Features of Text Transmission

in Church Slavic,” in Monastic Traditions: Selected Proceedings of the Fourth International
Hilandar Conference, ed. C.E. Gribble and P. Matejic (Bloomington, IN: Slavica Publishers,
2003), 358–369.

21 William R. Veder, ed., The Scete Paterikon, 3 vols. (Amsterdam: Pegasus, 2012).
22 Veder ismore specific:Methodius translated it during hismission toMoravia between 863

and 885,more precisely in 880 (Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, pp. 31–32). Indicationswithin vocab-
ulary and morphology of the Skitskij Paterik prompted Veniamin Preobraženskij in his
1909 dissertation to suggest that the Skitskij Paterik was translated into Bulgarian during
the earliest, Methodian period of transmission of the AP (Slavjano-russkij skitskij paterik:
Opyt istoričeskogo i bibliografičeskogo issledovanija (Kiev, 1909), 151–157; cited from Pope,
“Did Methodius Translate,” 21). This view was followed by Nikolaas van Wijk (see Pope,
ibid., 24).

23 Yet in 1975, van Wijk, when working on his edition of the Skiskij Paterik, entitled the
Slavonic collection Ἀνδρῶν ἁγίων βίβλος because he was convinced that an extant Greek
anthology with the same name represents an abridged version of the collection Mega
Leimonaron, describedbyPhotius, patriarch of Constantinople, in his renownedwork Bib-
liotheca. See Klementina Ivanova-Konstantinova, “Ob odnoj rukopisi XIV v. Pogodinskogo
sobranija,” Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoj Literatury, 25 (1970): 297, and Svetlina Nikolova,
Pateričnite razkazi, 12.

24 Veder refers to Bousset and Jean-Claude Guy in his Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, p. 17.
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of Pelagius and John.25 Veder’s edition recreates the archetype of the system-
aticon in two representations: in Cyrillic (textus receptus) and in its Glagolitic
transcription (textus reconstructus). This edition supplies also an English trans-
lation of the Slavonic systematicon, supplemented by variant readings docu-
mented in a number of extantmanuscripts.Moreover, the Greek text is printed
parallel with the Latin.

The collection as presented inVeder’s edition has 1197 apophthegms divided
into the twenty-one chapters of the Scete Paterikon, each corresponding to a
Christian virtue. Within each thematic chapter, the accounts are organized
alphabetically by name of the ascetic, followed by anonymous sayings. Thus, in
its main part the Skitskij Paterik corresponds to the systematic collection of the
AP. It also includes additional, partly non-apophthegmatic sections, most of
whichare identifiedby the editor; these are foreign to the systematicon andcon-
sequently absent from the PJ translation of the Greek systematic collection.26
Further evidence of transcription errors, found in severalmanuscripts, allowed
Veder to suggest that these were transcribed from Glagolitic protographs.

Comparing the archaic and particularly the ecclesiastical lexicon of the
Sinajskij Paterik with the vocabulary of the Nomocanon, which is attributed
to Methodius, Tat’jana A. Ivanova concluded that Methodius must have trans-
lated the Sinajskij Paterik in the ninth century.27 The oldest surviving Slavonic
witness is the manuscript GIM, Sinod. 551, dating from the 11th or 12th century,
which contains a collection of apophthegms which the Slavs later (probably in
the 14th or 15th cent.) designated as Sinajskij.28 The first part of this Slavonic
collection (episodes 1 to 301) represents the Greek Pratum spirituale of John
Moschus. The remaining chapters (episodes 302 to 336) are extracts from the
Books of theHolyMen, the Alphabetical-Anonymous Collection, and theHistoria
monachorum in Aegypto attributed to Rufinus of Aquileia (345–411).

The translation of the Rimskij Paterik has also been ascribed to Methodius.
Aleksej I. Sobolevskij analysed the language of the Church Slavonic translation
in relatively late manuscripts containing the Rimskij Paterik. Using manuscript

25 Veder, Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, p. 18. PJ refers to the Latin translation of Collectio Latina
Systematica interpretibus Pelagio, Iohanne et anonymo, ed. Heribert Rosweyde, in Vitae
Patrum, vols. 5–6 (Antwerp, 1615). Reprinted in PL 73 (1849), 851–1024, 1060–1062.

26 Veder, Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, pp. 18–21.
27 Tat’jana Ivanova, “Zametki o leksike Sinajskogo paterika (K voprosu o perevode Paterika

Mefodiem),” in Izbrannye Trudy, ed. S.A. Averina (St. Petersburg: Filologičeskij fakul’tet,
2004), 46.

28 The reason for this name in Slavonic remains unclear, but it is known that the author of
the Greek original spent ten years on Mount Sinai.
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RNB, Pogodin 909 from the sixteenth century, he identified the Rimskij Paterik
as the only collection that could have been translated by Methodius himself.29
Sobolevskij observed that manuscript Sinod. 265 (15th or 16th cent.) best pre-
serves the original translation of this collection, since he found that the 14th-
century South Slav manuscripts RNB, Q.I.275 and Viln. Publ. Bibl. 3 showed
signs of later reworking. He also noted that the Slavonic translation of the Rim-
skij Paterikwas made from the Greek translation of the Latin original.30

As we have seen, in their attempts to identify the Corpus Methodianum,
scholars have attributed different paterika toMethodius. These results of sepa-
rate and independent studies corroborate the assumption that the term “books
of the fathers” (Greek paterika biblia), in the plural, must refer to several
works.31 One may assume that at least three later paterika, namely the Skitskij,
Sinajskij, and Rimskij, may have been part of that collection of books intended
to convey Christian virtues to Slavic proselytes.

The Egipetskij Paterik covers almost the whole of the Historia monachorum
in Aegypto, with the exception of two chapters, the De gentibus Indiae et Brag-
manibus, excerpts from the Historia Lausiaca (also known as the History of the
Monks of Egypt andPalestine) attributed to Palladius, and twoexcerpts from the
alphabeticon.32 Igor’ Ereminestablished that the Slavonic translationwasmade
from a Greek version of the Historia monachorum in Aegypto. Mario Capaldo
likewise found strong indications of a Greek prototype containing the same
elements, albeit in a different order.33

Once they reached a new environment, the primary types of AP collections
gave rise to new generations of paterika by conflating and interpolating similar
monastic texts conveyed from Byzantium. Among the secondaries, or deriva-
tive collections, which were probably assembled in Slavic lands using available
paterika, hagiography, Synaxaria, and other works, themost pertinent from the

29 Aleksej Sobolevskij, Rimskij Paterik v drevnem cerkovno-slavjanskomperevode (Kiev, 1904),
4.

30 Sobolevskij, Rimskij Paterik, 2.
31 This position is summarized in Pope, “Did Methodius Translate,” 3. There is no scholarly

agreementwhat “booksof fathers” couldmean. Some scholars believe the termmighthave
been inserted later, while others reject the paterikon theory, considering apophthegms
and stories of Egyptian desert monks as less relevant to the Cyrillo-Methodian mission in
Moravia (cf. Pope, 3).

32 Igor’ Eremin, “K istorii drevnerusskoj perevodnoj povesti,” Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoj li-
teratury 3 (1936): 46.

33 Mario Capaldo, “Caratteristiche strutturali e prototipi greci dell’ Azbučno-Ierusalimskij e
dell’ Egipetskij paterik,” Cyrillomethodianum 3 (1975): 17–18.
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early period are the following anthologies: the Scaliger Paterik (10th cent., Bul-
garia), a collection of succinct aphorisms based on the Skitskij Paterik, but also
containing fragments from the Scala paradisi by John Climacus and the Egipet-
skij Paterik; a florilegium titled Izbornik (1076, Bulgaria);34 the Slavonic Synaxar-
ion Prolog (11th cent., Rus’),35 compiled principally on the basis of the Synaxar-
ion, the AIP, and the systematicon. The Svodnyj Paterik (14th cent., Bulgaria)
is a digest of the five basic paterika “and historiae animae utiles without any
discernible system of ordering, nor any semblance of completeness of cover-
age.”36 Another important secondary is theKievo-Pečerskij Paterik (KievanCave
paterikon, 13th cent., Rus’),37 into which parts of the Skitskij Paterik are interpo-
lated, butwhich also reflects the hagiographicHistoria religiosaof Theodoret.38
The Menaion of 1552 should be mentioned as well, since it contains sections
from the AIP.

3 Some Observations on the Slavonic Material

At the time of this study, the Slavonic material documenting the AP recep-
tion available in the database was quite limited: the database included Veder’s
edited version of the Scete Paterikon, that is the systematic collection (hence-
forth OS, in accordance with the designation in the database); the index of the
alphabetical part of the AIP, edited by R. Caldarelli; and transcriptions of sev-
eral manuscripts kindly provided to Monastica/APDB by Veder. Manuscripts
included in this study are:39

A1 Belgrade, Public Library of Serbia, MS Dečany 93 (1150–1250, Rus’)
W6 Belgrade, Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church, MS Krka 4/1 (1346,

Bulgaria)
S1 Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek, MS Scaliger 74 (1200–1300, Bulgaria)

34 Ed. M.S. Mušinskaja, E.A. Mišina, and V.S. Golyšenko, Izbornik 1076 goda (St. Petersburg:
Nestor-Istorija, 2009).

35 Ed. Larisa V. Prokopenko, Veselka Željazkova, Vadim B. Krys’ko, Ol’ga P. Ševčuk, and
Igor’ M. Ladyženskij, Slavjano-russkij Prolog po drevnejšim spiskam. Sinaksar’ (Moscow:
Azbukovnik, 2010).

36 Veder, “The Slavic Paterika,” 368.
37 On Syriac and Palestinian ascetic traditions as ideological sources for Kievan cavemonas-

ticism, see Fedotov, Russian Religious Mind, 132–157.
38 Fedotov, Russian Religious Mind, 155.
39 Information on date and provenance of the manuscripts here follows Veder, Scete Pateri-

kon, vol. 1, pp. 37–46.
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C2 Moscow, Russian State Library, MS F 304–703 (1350–1450, Rus’)
A3 St. Petersburg, Russian National Library, MS Pogodin 267 (14th cent.)
W5 Vienna, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, MS Slav. 152 (1200–1300, Ser-

bia)

These text witnesses, selected with the stemma codicum established by Veder
as a starting point, reflect different stages of the AP reception in terms of time
and circumstance, namely both theprimary stage and thederivative one.These
manuscripts are particularly useful because they may have a more complete
content, fewer lacunae, or reflect divergent branches of the Slavonic tradition,
to judge from Veder’s stemma.

Some of these text witnesses already attracted the attention of scholars. The
St. Petersburg manuscript (RNB Pogodin 267) was described by the Bulgarian
scholar Klementina Ivanova-Konstantinova.40 Nikolaas vanWijk based his edi-
tion of the Skitskij Paterik on the Vienna manuscript, which he abbreviated as
Mih (Mihanović codex) and considered as themain witness amongst three key
sources.Heused themanuscript fromthe SerbianmonasteryKrka,41 albeit only
to clarify blurred passages.42 VanWijk took into account also the manuscripts
of Bulgarian provenance, Leiden UB Scal. 74 and Paris 10. To judge by the selec-
tion of manuscripts for his edition, van Wijk did not use (or perhaps did not
have access to) manuscripts in Russian depositories.

The complexity intrinsic to a tradition characterized by fluid transmission
and continuous adaptation is well known. Apart from the resulting difficulties
for text-critical studies, our case also has to take into consideration thatMonas-
tica/APDB is designed as a dynamic librarywith continuous improvements and
additions, and thus will provide constantly changing figures and charts. The
observations and figures presented here are based on the data and digital tools
of Monastica/APDB accessible in autumn 2018. Even if perhaps not definitive,
the results indicate critical issues to explore in further research.

A simple chart shows the number of segments43 found in each Slavonic
manuscript in relation to the whole database:

40 Ivanova-Konstantinova, “Ob odnoj rukopisi.”
41 In vanWijk’s edition, the manuscript has the number 264/62.
42 vanWijk, The Old Church Slavonic Translation, 41, 92, 94.
43 In order to enable correlation within the vast amount of data, the apophthegms of the

database are segmented into small units. A segment is a text entity often smaller in size
than the apophthegm. Furnishing every segmentwith a unique ID-numbermakes it possi-
ble to conduct quantitative analysis of largedata,which can reveal interestingphenomena
of the practices of reception.
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Siglum Manuscript Date No. of
segments

Percentage Content

A1 Belgrade NBS Dec. 93 1150–1250 1736 26% Systematicon
A3 St. Petersburg RNB

Pog. 267
14th c. 1638 25% Systematicon

C2 Moscow RGB
F 304–703

1350–1450 1389 21% Kievo-Pečerskij Paterik

W6 Belgrade MSPC Krka
4–1

1346 1088 16,4% Miscellanea: Svodnyj, AIP, vitae,
etc.

S1 Leiden UB Scal. 74 1200–1300 618 10% Scaliger Paterik
W5 Vienna ÖNB Slav. 152 1200–1300 532 8% Miscellanea: Scala paradisi (John

Climacus), Quod semper mente
versare debemus diem exitus de
vita (Symeon Mesopotamites),
Demorte et iudicio (Theophilus
of Alexandria)

Within this sample, the oldest manuscript A1 leads the chart with its 1736 seg-
ments that represent more than a quarter (26%) of the all segments in the
database (6630), including all linguistic traditions hitherto entered. Second in
“completeness” in terms of the number of apophthegms is A3, with 1638 seg-
ments representing 25% of the total. A preliminary textual analysis of this
group of manuscripts reveals manifest errors, omissions, and other readings of
significance, indicating the closeness of these two manuscripts, revealing the
dependence of A3 upon A1, which is in line with Veder’s classification. Accord-
ing to his stemma codicum, A1 and A3 descend from the same archetype α. A1
is proposed to be a direct copy of α, whereas A3 is thought to derive from an
intermediary a′.44 It is evident that both A1 and A3 might derive from the same
defective antigraph, on account of an abrupt break that occurs both in apoph-
thegm 11.28 of A1 and apophthegm 9.28 of A3 (see Figure 6.1).45

The samedisruption, referred to as “a defect in the antigraph” occurs inman-
uscript A2—Moscow GIM Sinod. 3, which is not included in the group studied
here (see Figure 6.2). The manuscript in question is a later copy from the 15th
or 16th century, and it belongs to group A according to the stemma of Veder.

44 Veder, Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, p. 46.
45 It is important to point out that the designation of the apophthegms used here has been

changed in the database Monastica/APDB to A.11.28 (A1) and to A.9.28 (A3), respectively
(30 September 2019).
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figure 6.1 The apophthegm is interrupted at the same spot in A1 and A3.

figure 6.2 The same disruption found in the same spot in A2.

As visible in both figures, manuscript A1 has another omission in the beginning
of the apophthegm, which can be reconstructed with the help of A2 and A3:
иде къ ѥдиному старцю гл҃ѧ (went to an old man saying). This instance seems
to support further the idea of Veder of an intermediary between A2 and A3.

Moreover, as might have been expected, manuscriptW6 appears very differ-
ent from the remaining ones in this group, which presumably indicates either
that it presents an independent translation, or more likely that it is translated
from a different Greek source. The analysis presented in the subsequent sec-
tion will reveal details of its composition that contribute to understanding the
textual peculiarities of W6.
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4 Textual Doublets within Slavonic Manuscripts: A Case Study

The most unexpected result of the database search was to find double occur-
rences of sayings within the same manuscript. Such doublets represent a
retelling with recognizably identical components, such as structure, plot line,
and other narrative features. Though usually modified by abridgement or
change of certain details, the doublet retains the sense andmessage of the nar-
rative.

The obvious explanation for duplicate apophthegms is to presume an acci-
dental insertion of folia into the manuscript. This is the case with the A1,
the most comprehensive collection studied here, into which three folia were
inserted.46 But the explanation cannot be that simple in the case of the dou-
blet found in manuscript W6, because the duplication does not occur on the
accidentally inserted folia. The duplicate saying, which will be analysed below,
occurs in different chapters of the compilation. Neither can this doublet be
caused by the involvement of several scribes in the compilation of the collec-
tion.47

Interestingly, although the doublet in question (apophthegm number 2248
in APDB) reflects a type of narrative that normally belongs to the chapter deal-
ing with challenges of fleshly temptations faced by monks, inW6 it is found in
two different chapters quite far from each other. The first occurs in chapter 9,
entitled Pronouncements of the Aged Ascetics, the second one appears in the
untitled chapter 22.

After having ascertained that this is indeed the same story told twice in
manuscriptW6, one can easily verify that it is not a case of identical copies. It is
clear that the two passages are two narrations of the same story. The question
arises whether these are different redactions of a single translation, or whether
they reflect two independent translations of the same source text, or whether
they reflect various source texts.

A close comparison of these two apophthegms 9.9 and 22.1448 shows that
they undoubtedly represent two separate translations. The following chart
illustrates different renderings, lexical as well as syntactical.

46 Veder, Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, pp. 37, 41.
47 According to Veder, it is the work of a “single scribe, at the outset daunted by his task,

[who] acquired a secure hand towards the end” (Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, p. 37).
48 The designation of chapters and apophthegms used here has been changed in the data-

base Monastica/APDB to C.7.1 and to G.1.14, respectively (30 September 2019).
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W6, 9.9 W6, 22.14

1 Гл҃аше нѣкто старець ѳївеанинь49
(An old Theban used to say)

Гл҃аше етеръ ѿ ѳиваитскыхъ старецъ

(One of the Theban elders used to say)

2 вънидох въ слѣдь его

(I went in after him)
едїноѫ ѡтаи вънидѡх въ слѣдъ єго

(and once I secretly went in after him)

3 и ѡкрсть воиньство єго въсе прѣдстоѫще

(and his whole host was standing round-
about)

и въсѧ воѧ его прѣстоѫщѫѫ емѹ

(And his whole host standing before him)

4 и многы чл҃кы пораꙁих

(and Imurderedmany humans)
и многы мѫжѫ иꙁбих

(and I slaughteredmanymen)

5 ѿкѫдѹ ты грѧдеши

(Whence are you coming?)
ѿкѫдꙋ ты пришелъ єси

(Whence have you come?)

6 и въ нощь сїѫ ниꙁложих его въ блѫдь

(and in this night, I led him down into adul-
tery)

и въ сиѫ нощь єдва ниꙁложих его въ

любодѣанїе

(and in this night, I almost led him down into
fornication)

7 ꙗко велико єс дѣлѡ иночъское

(so great is themonastic cause)
толико ли єс великь чинꙿ мнишꙿскыи

(is themonastic rank that great?)

Not all these differences are the result of a mere replacement of one word
with more desirable vocabulary. This is true in some instances, such as the
interchangeable designations мѫжъ (man) and чл҃къ (abbreviation of чело-
вѣкъ, human being) in example (4); or describing the narrator’s provenance in
example (1) either by the ethnonym ѳївеанинь (Theban) in нѣкто старець ѳїве-
анинь (an old Theban) or by a genitive construction with an adjective derived
from the toponym ‘Thebe’—етеръ ѿ ѳиваитскыхъ старецъ (one of the Theban
elders). Moreover, the indefinite pronouns of both versions, нѣкто and етеръ
(cf. the Greek ἕτερος) are synonymous and stand alongside many other word

49 The compared textual elements are shown in boldface.
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pairs representing different lexical preferences, such as the following: воинь-
ство and воѧ (host) in (3); aorist forms in the first person singular пораꙁихъ
of пораꙁити (to strike, slay) and иꙁбихъ of иꙁбити (to slay, kill); present tense
грѧдеши—second person singular of the infinitive грѧсти (to go, come to,
approach) and пришелъ єси, the perfect of прити (to come, arrive) in the sec-
ond person singular of (4); or the nouns блѫдь (promiscuity, whoring) and
любодѣанїе (fornication) in (5). The variation of syntactical wording—in par-
ticular the last example (7) which shows different interpretations of the final
conclusive statement, expressed as an affirmation in 9.9 but as a rhetorical
question in 22.14—suggests that we are dealing with two independent trans-
lations.

Consultation of other Greek parallels available in our database reveals tex-
tual features which indicate that this is not only a case of two different transla-
tions, but more likely of two different Greek source texts yielding independent
Slavonic versions. These two Greek sources might reflect different types of the
AP collections. The two versions of our saying are found in the edition of John
Wortley50 (henceforth GN-Wortley) and in manuscript Athos Protaton 86, 5.39
(henceforth Athos Prot. 86) respectively.51 Both appear in the database:

8 W6, 9.9
ꙗко аꙁь чѧдѡ бых єреа єллиньска·
(that I was the child of aHellenic priest)

W6, 22.14
ꙗко аꙁъ бѣх чѧдо иереа идолъскаго·
(I was the child of a priest of idols)

GN-Wortley
ὅτι ἐγὼ ἤμην τέκνον ἱερέως τῶν Ἑλλήνων.
(that I was the child of a priest of the Hel-
lenes)

Athos Prot. 86
Ἐγὼ ἤμην τέκνον ἱερέως τῶν εἰδώλων.
(I was the child of a priest of idols)

9 W6, 9.9
дѣтищь сыи· единоѫ
(Once, when I was little)

W6, 22.14
сѣдѣх въ цр҃кви малъ еще сы·
(When I was little, I sat in the temple)

50 JohnWortley, ed. and transl.,TheAnonymous Sayings of the Desert Fathers: A Select Edition
and Complete English Translation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).

51 For the Greek source text of this apophthegm, Athos Prot. 86 V.39 (= AP/GS V.44), see
Monastica/APDB.TheGreek text of thismanuscript has also been edited byBritt Dahlman
in Paradiset: Ökenfädernas tänkespråk, den systematiska samlingen, vol. 5,Olika berättelser
till skyddnär otuktenansätter oss, ed. Britt Dahlman andPer Rönnegård, SilentiumApoph-
thegmata 5 (Sturefors: Silentium, 2014).
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GN-Wortley
Μικρὸς οὖν ἐκαθήμην
(when I (was) little, I sat)

Athos Prot. 86
Μικρὸς οὖν ὢν ἐκαθήμην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ
(When I was little, I sat in the temple)

10 W6, 9.9
ꙗко видѣхѡц҃а своего вьшедша въ кѹми-

рище·
(I sawmy father coming into the temple)

W6, 22.14
и видѣхꙿ ѡц҃а своего · множицеѫ въходѧща·
(and I sawmy fathermany times going in)

Athos Prot. 86
καὶ ἐθεώρουν τὸν πατέρα μου εἰσερχόμενον
(I sawmy father going in)

GN-Wortley
καὶ εἶδον τὸν πατέρα μου πολλάκις
εἰσερχόμενον
(and I sawmy fathermany times going in)

11 W6, 9.9
и ѿвѣща ѡнь· въ нѣкоеи веси бых

(and he answered, I was in a certain village)

W6, 22.14
ѡн же ѿвѣщавъ рче ємѹ· на сеи странѣ бѣхъ
(and he said to him answering, I was in that
land)

Athos Prot. 86
Ὁ δὲ εἶπεν·
Εἰς τήνδε τὴν κώμην ἤμην
(I was in such and such a village)

GN-Wortley
Ὁ δὲ εἶπεν·
Εἰς τήνδε τὴν χώραν ἤμην
(I was in such and such a land)

12 W6, 9.9
и въꙁдвигох брани·
and I raised contention

W6, 22.14
въꙁдвигох брани· и многы мѧтежѫ

and I raised contention andmuch rebellion

GN-Wortley
καὶ ἐξήγειρα πολέμους
and I raised contention

Atos Prot. 86
καὶ ἐξήγειρα πολέμους
and I raised contention

13 W6, 9.9
ѡн же рче· въ· л҃· д҃ни·
(and he said, In thirty days)

W6, 22.14
ѡн же рче· ꙁа· л҃· д҃неи·
(and he said, For/during thirty days)

GN-Wortley
Ὁ δὲ εἶπεν·Ἐν τριάκοντα ἡμέραις.
(and he said, In thirty days)

Athos Prot. 86
Ὁ δὲ εἶπεν·Ἐπὶ τριάκοντα ἡμέρας.
(and he said, For/during thirty days)
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14 W6, 9.9
и въꙁдвигох вѣтры·
(and I raisedwinds)

W6, 22.14
и въꙁдвигох бѹрѧ· и трѫсъ
(and I raised storm and earthquake)

GN-Wortley
καὶ ἐξήγειρα ἀνέμους
(and I raisedwinds)

Athos Prot. 86
καὶ ἐξήγειρα σεισμοὺς
(and I raised earthquakes)

15 W6, 9.9
и много кръвопролитїе съдѣлавъ и самого

невѣстника· и невѣстѫ· ꙁаклати сътвори
(and having made much bloodshed I have
killed the groom himself and the bride)

W6, 22.14
и множьство пролитїе крꙿве сътворих съ жени-

хомь и съ невѣстоѫ

(and I caused much bloodshedwith [to] the
groom and the bride)

GN-Wortley
καὶ πολλὴν ἔκχυσιν αἱμάτων ἐποίησα, ἀποκτεί-
νας τὸν νυμφίον καὶ τὴν νύμφην
(and I made much bloodshed having killed
the groom and the bride)

Athos Prot. 86
καὶ πολλὴν ἔκχυσιν ποιήσας μετὰ καὶ τοῦ νυμ-
φίου καὶ τῆς νύμφης
(and having caused much [blood]shed deal-
ingwith both the groom and the bride)

16 W6, 9.9
и приносимѹ прѣстолѹ·…·сѣсти томѹ
повелѣ· бл҃годарѧ его· и гл҃ѧ·
(and when the throne was brought …, he
ordered him to sit down thanking him and
saying …)

W6, 22.14
и посади его съ собоѫ на прѣстолѣ· гл҃а емѹ·
(and seated himwith [beside] himself on the
throne, saying …)

GN-Wortley
καὶ ἐκάθισεν αὐτὸν ἐν τῷ θρόνῳ αὐτοῦ λέγων·
(and he seated him on his throne, saying …)

Athos Prot. 86
καὶ ἐκάθισεν αὐτὸν μεθ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ λέγων ὅτι·
(and he seated himwith [beside] himself
saying …)

The synonymous adjectives in example (8), єллиньскъ (Hellene) in 9.9 and
идолъскъ (idolatrous, of idols) in 22.14, terms which normally mean “pagan,”
could in all likelihoodhave emerged as translation variants on Slavonic soil, but
it appears that these two lexemes have their origin in different Greek sources:
one in the edition of GN-Wortley, ὅτι ἐγὼ ἤμην τέκνον ἱερέως τῶν Ἑλλήνων, and
the second in Athos Prot. 86, ὅτι· Ἐγὼ ἤμην τέκνον ἱερέως τῶν εἰδώλων. Like-
wise, in example (13) two synonymous types of temporal prepositional phrases
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expressing a limited period of time are found in theGreek sources.Ἐν τριάκοντα
ἡμέραις and Ἐπὶ τριάκοντα ἡμέρας gave rise to two prepositional constructions
in the Slavonic translations, with properly corresponding prepositionsἘν—въ
and Ἐπὶ—ꙁа, resulting in: въ· л҃· д҃ни· (in thirty days) and ꙁа· л҃· д҃неи (in thirty
days). Despite being different prepositions, these pairs are semantically syn-
onymous constructions in their respective languages, denoting the time taken
to complete an action. In this subtle difference, too, the Slavonic translation
follows the Greek source text, although the English translation unfortunately
does not reflect it.

Not only lexical equivalents, but also omissions and additions of phrases and
constructions of the Greek source, such as in examples (12), (14) and (16), are
reflected in the Slavonic parallels. At the same time, these examples suggest the
existence of a Greek version with the extended readings of 22.14: καὶ ἐξήγειρα
πολέμους καὶ πολλήν ταραχήν, found inMS Paris gr. 2474, the early representative
of the Greek systematic collection, which gave rise to въꙁдвигох брани и многы
мѧтежѫ (and I raised contention and many rebellions) in example (12), or καὶ
ἐξήγειρα ἀνέμους καὶ σεισμοὺς resulting in бѹрѧ· и трѫсъ (and I raised storm and
earthquake) in example (14).

In addition, in examples (9) and (10), the author of the Greek version rep-
resented in GN-Wortley introduces in passing the place where the reported
incident occurred: “Once when I was little, I sat and sawmy father coming into
the temple” (9.9). Athos Prot. 86, on the other hand, expresses it more explic-
itly, since here the narrator while a child observed the depicted scene, sitting
in the temple where the reported course of events was taking place during one
of his father’s visits: “When I was little, I sat in the temple and I saw my father
many times going in” (22.14).

The approximate correlation between the Greek and Slavonic variants is
challenged significantly by two examples, which disrupt the parallelism that
we find elsewhere between 9.9. and GN-Wortley on the one hand, and 22.14
and Athos Prot. 86 on the other hand. The first dissimilarity appears in (10),
where the words “many times” are added; and the second, in (11) with the
use of the synonyms вьсь (village, country) in 9.9 and страна (country, vil-
lage, place) in 22.14—here in locative веси or вьси, and странѣ, respectively. The
Greek versions also offer a synonymous pair: τὴν κώμην (from ἡ κώμη; ‘village,
country town’) parallels τὴν χώραν (from ἡ χώρα; ‘land, country,’ as opposed
to ‘town’) of GN-Wortley, a detail which runs contrary to our other examples.
Nevertheless, the comparison of lexical features noted above allows one to
conclude that different Greek originals might have been used as source texts
for the two Slavonic translations in this doublet. The variance in the Greek
seems to rely on different types of AP collections—the systematic and the
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alphabetic-anonymous. Having been translated independently of each other,
they could give birth to Slavonic translations such as those recorded in our dou-
blet.

Moreover, compared with 22.14, the narrative in 9.9 seems rather abridged,
reflecting a consistent revision of the dialogues by omitting discourse mark-
ers and by replacing the sequences of direct speech with reported speech, as
illustrated in the two dialogues below.

W6, 9.9
Подбно же и дрѹгыи пришедъ рче

(Likewise, another one having come, said,)

W6, 22.14
и се дрѹгыи прїиде и тъ кланѣаше сѧ емѹ рече

же и томѹ

(and lo, having come, another one bowed to him
and said to him,)

а ты ѿкѫдѹ прїиде

(Whence do you come?)

ѡн же рчє

(He then said,)

аꙁь въ мори бых

(I was at sea.)
въ мори бѣх

(I was at sea.)

Таче и дрѹгыи прїиде

(Then came another one)
и се третїи прїиде кланѣѫ сѧ емѹ

(and lo, a third one came and having bowed to
him,)

рече же емѹ

(said to him,)

ты ѿкѫдѹ пришелъ еси

(Whence have you come?)

ѡн же рче емꙋ

(he then said to him)

ꙗко въ градѣ коемъ бракꙋ бывшѹ

(that in such a city there was a wedding)
въ нѣкоемъ градѣ бракъ быс

(in such a city there was a wedding)
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It is evident that in 9.9 the conversation is creatively rewritten, resulting in
fewer replies and references to the speaker, as is common in reported speech.
The exchange of interlocutors here is presented without repetitions like “he
asked,” “he said to him,” or “he then said” as in 22.14. Such expressions are absent
from 9.9.

In addition, we should comment on the position of the doublets in question.
This specific apophthegm normally belongs to the chapter on how to resist the
demon of fleshly temptations, often entitled OnWars against Fornication. This
is chapter 5 in GS-Guy52 and PJ. This thematic section is represented by the
hypothetical reconstructionof chapter 5, according toVeder’s edition (here and
in the database the chapter is designated as OS.5). As shown in the Chart 6.1,53
the reconstructedOS.5 is almost perfectly reproduced in chapter 11 of collection
A1, represented in the early manuscript Belgrade NBS Dec. 93.

Chart 6.1 shows how the apophthegms of the hypothetic archetype of the
Slavonic systematicon aredistributed into the systematic collection, as reflected
in A1 and in the compilation of W6.

ManuscriptW6by contrast adopts only two thirds of the content of the chap-
ter on fornication. The chart above clearly shows that W6 takes the first third
(1–16) and the last third of sayings in OS.5 (1–16 and 30–46) and omits the mid-
dle section (17–28). Furthermore, these two strings of sayings are arranged in
two separate sections a significant distance apart, namely in chapters 6 and 22,
respectively.54 Chapter 6 is accurately entitledVarious Accounts for Strengthen-
ing those who ResistWars of Fornication, whereas chapter 12 lacks any heading.
At present, it is difficult to discern with certainty why the middle part of OS.5
was omitted andwhy the last thirdwasmoved to an isolated and unnamed sec-
tionwithinW6. In any case, such a division of the chapter probably emerged by
chance, possibly as a consequence of equally distributing the copying assign-
ment amongst three scribes. We cannot exclude such a possibility, in view
of the fact that three hands have been identified in the production of this
manuscript.55

Returning to the duplicate apophthegm analysed above, we find it in the
penultimate position in OS.5, more exactly in 5.44. As we have already seen, in
W6 one of the repeated accounts is certainly located in its proper position, i.e.,

52 GS-Guy refers to Jean-Claude Guy, ed. and transl., Les Apophtegmes des Pères: Collection
systématique, 3 vols., SChr 387, 474, 498 (Paris: Cerf, 1993–2005).

53 The Alluvial Diagram is created with web tool RAWGraphs.
54 The designation of chapters has been changed in the database Monastica/APDB to A.6

and to G.7, respectively (accessed 30 September 2019).
55 See Veder, Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, p. 44.
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in the second third of the untitled chapter 22. Onewould have expected to find
the other one in chapter 6 of W6, to which it belongs thematically. But unex-
pectedly it is located in chapter 9, on fols. 49r–49v of the manuscript, which
constitutes the saying’s first occurrence in this collection. Chapter 9 bears the
heading Maxims of the Holy Fathers, also Very Useful and Lovely Accounts and
Talks. Thus, the first time our apophthegm occurs in this codex, it is embedded
in a jumble of sayings assembled here for no apparent reason. Chapter 9 com-
prises 42 excerpts from identified aswell as unidentified sources, andbelongs to
a large section between fols. 40v and 73r, comprising miscellaneous texts such
as homilies, maxims, and questions and answers. The paratext reads, “Sayings
of the holy fathers, stories, and conversations, very beloved and useful, from
which we picked out and copied a small number for the sake of love and for
the soul’s benefit…”Veder identifies the components of this section as excerpts
from theCompiledPaterikon (the Svodnyj Paterik), the alphabetical-anonymous
collection, a few saints’ lives, and what we might call ascetica varia.56

Chart 6.2makes clear the flowof the sayings of chapter OS.5 into the Slavonic
collections A1 and W6. The chart also shows how our specific apophthegm
OS.5.44 is borrowed by 11.37 of A1 and further byW6, taking two positions inW6
(in 9.09 and 22.24) and representing two versions of the same story, as argued
above.

Chart 6.2 illustrates how the apophthegms of chapter OS.5 are regrouped in
collections A1 (systematicon) andW6 (miscellanea).57

From the unmethodical and in some way ad hoc compilation of chapters,
sayings, lives of saints, and other compositional elements in this collection, it
appears that its scribes did not have an organizational concept in mind when
shaping this anthology. We have every reason to surmise that manuscript W6
represents an attempt to compile, rather thanmake a copy of a fixed collection.
The contrary assumption is less plausible, as there are no signs that the copy-
ist rearranged a poorly organized Vorlage. Instead, it seems that the compiler
made use of several sources. Since at least three individuals were involved in
assembling this Bulgarian codex in 1345/6, one might imagine that each of the
copyists ofW6had contributedhis own section, resulting in a splitting up of the
chapter on fornication. It may have remained incomplete in the first attempt
andmay have been re-copied later in an attempt to finish it. But this apparently
completed chapter ismissing itsmiddle section, and the first and third sections

56 Veder, Scete Paterikon, vol. 1, p. 44.
57 TheCluster Dendrogramwas createdwith theweb tool RAWGraphs. See “How toMake an

Alluvial Diagram,” by RAWGraphsTeam. Licensed under CC BY-NC-SA 4.0, accessed 26 July
2019, https://rawgraphs.io/learning/how‑to‑make‑an‑alluvial‑diagram/.
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find themselves in different parts of the codex. However, all three chapters that
contain stories associatedwith issues of fornication, 6, 9, and 22, are thought to
have beenwritten by the samehand.Thus, the reasons behind such an irregular
organization of the codex seem even more elusive.

A consultation of the Monastica/APDB database shows that our doublets
reflect twomain types of AP collections: saying 22.14, which is parallel to Athos
Prot. 86, corresponds to the systematic collection, whereas apophthegm 9.9
reflects the anonymous collection as presented in the edition by Wortley. The
database does not include any collection with a similar structure, nor is there
in the database such a doublet in thewitnesses of other linguistic AP traditions.
Hencewe can conclude thatW6probably represents a second generation of AP,
most likely expanded without any clear concept or influence by other models.

5 Conclusions

A single case of “twin” apophthegms can reveal processes by which a collec-
tion was assembled, giving a glimpse of the compilation practices of medieval
scribes who used AP material in the composition of new anthologies. It is
important in its own right that two versions of an apophthegm, reflecting dif-
ferent AP traditions (the systematicon and the alphabeticon), were included in
one particular Slavonic collection. It is obvious that conflation, interpolation,
and contamination are features not alien to the Slavonic AP tradition which,
as a relatively late one, shows no restraint in merging elements from diverse
sources. The composition of W6 therefore illustrates how collections of the
second generation could come into existence. Since W6 represents a distinct
group, according to Veder’s classification, it is justifiable to argue that at the
time of the formation of the secondaries, the compilers may well have disre-
garded or simply lost the distinction between the different types of anthologies
within the apophthegmatic genre. Further studies may shed new light on this
issue and deepen our understanding of how the fluid AP tradition was passed
down through time and generations.

The study has also prompted the idea of an evolutionary diversity of the
narratives distributed between different AP types. Perhaps a typology of vari-
ants (primarily in Greek, but also contrasted to the Slavonic) based on the
correlation between distinctive readings and collection types (systematic and
alphabetical-anonymous) might be discerned. Such a classification, if it is fea-
sible, could facilitate the understanding of processes by which AP collections
developed and diversified. It could also make possible the tracing of stages of
text evolution by studying instances of excerpting, revising and retelling.
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This study raises general questions about the cultural transmission, on the
one hand, and the stages in the evolution of a text, on the other. For instance,
which processes guided the changes that our collections underwent, the diver-
sification of variants and the correlation of these readings with a particular
collection type. Is it possible to trace the evolution of this process of excerpting,
revising and retelling? Further research on the peculiarities of the reception in
various linguistic and cultural milieux will contribute to a deeper understand-
ing of medieval textual networking.
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